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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere 
Co., 383 U.S. I, 148 USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for 
establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 

« 

U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1. Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and 
the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent 
art . 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the 
application indicating obviousness or nonobviousness . 

3. Claims 1, 5-8, and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Hirama et al. (Hirama) (4,427,940). 

As to Claim 1, 

Hirama discloses a plurality of flaw detectors disposed 
near the wire rope ( (Figure 7A) and (Column 5, Lines 50-68) and 
(Column 6, Lines 1-16) ) , each of the flaw detectors has a first 
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and a second magnetic pole of different polarity ( (Figures 2 and 
3) and (Column 2, Lines 56-68)), and a magnetic sensor of a U- 
shape disposed between the first and second magnetic poles 

m 

((Figures 2 and 3) and (Column 3, Lines 9-55)). 

Hirama does not disclose each of the U-shaped magnetic 
sensors has a bottom radius in the range of 2mm to 5mm, a 
difference between the bottom radius of the magnetic sensor and 
a half of the nominal diameter of the wire rope being equal to 
or less than 1.5 mm, and a distance between the sidewalls of the 
U-shaped magnetic sensors of the adjacent flaw detectors in plan 
view is equal to or more than 2mm. 

However, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to change the relative dimensions of Hirama to 
include the feature of each of the U-shaped magnetic sensors has 
a bottom radius in the range of 2mm to 5mm, and the feature of a 
distance between the sidewalls of the U-shaped magnetic sensors 
of the adjacent flaw detectors in plan view is equal to or more 
than 2mm because it has been held that where the only difference 
between the prior art and the claims was a recitation of 
relative dimensions of the claimed device and a device having 
the claimed relative dimensions would not perform differently 
than the prior art device, the claimed device was not patentably 
distinct from the prior art device. See MPEP 2144.04 and In 
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Gardner v. TEC Systems, Inc., 725 F.2d 1338, 220 USPQ 777 (Fed. 
Cir. 1984), cert, denied, 469 U.S. 830, 225 USPQ 232 (1984). 

Furthermore, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to optimize the range of values for 
the distance between the bottom radius of the magnetic sensor 
and the nominal diameter of the wire rope to include a 
difference between the bottom radius of the magnetic sensor and 
a half of the nominal diameter of the wire rope being equal to 
or less than 1.5 mm as it has been held that where the general 
conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, it is not- 
inventive to discover the optimum or workable ranges by routine 
experimentation." In re Aller, 220 F.2d 454, 456, 105 USPQ 233, 
235 (CCPA 1955) (MPEP 2144.05). 

As to Claim 5, 

Hirama discloses securing members for holding and securing 
the respective flaw detectors on predetermined positions of an 
elevator shaft or machineroom ((Figure 1) and (Column 2, Lines 
42-55) ) . 

As to Claim 6, 

Hirama discloses the securing members for holding the flaw 
detectors are disposed near a hoist (Figure 1) • 
As to Claim 7, 
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Hirama discloses the securing members hold the flaw 
detectors at positions where a side surface of the wire rope 
which is in contact with a groove of a driving sheave of the 
hoist and bottom surfaces of the magnetic sensors of the flaw 
detectors are opposed to each to other ((Figures 1, 2, 3, and 7) 
and (Column 3, Lines 9-55) ) . 

As to Claim 8, 

Hirama does not disclose securing members for hold and 
securing the flaw detectors on an elevator car. However, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill, in the art 
to rearrange the location of the detectors to include securing 
members for hold and securing the flaw detectors on an elevator 
car in order to position the detectors at a desired location 
(MPEP 2144.04) . 

As to Claim 11, 

Hirama discloses each of the U-shaped magnetic sensors 
convers at least a semi-circumference or more of the wire rope 
(Figure 3) • 

4. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hirama et al. (Hirama) (4,427,940) in view of 
Yamashita (6,756,759), 
As to Claim 3, 
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• Hirama does not disclose a filter for filtering to 
eliminate noises other than signals showing a flaw of the wire 
rope from signals that are output from the magnetic sensors of 
the plurality of flaw detectors, wherein after filtering the 
noises, all of the rest signals are summed up. 

Yamashita discloses filtering a signal and then providing 
it to an adder. 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify Hirama to include a filter for filtering to 
eliminate noises other than signals showing a' flaw of the wire 
rope from signals that are output from the magnetic sensors of 
the plurality of flaw detectors, wherein after filtering the 
noises,- all of the rest signals are summed up given the above 
disclosure and teaching of Yamashita in order to remove unwanted 
signals from the detector outputs. 

5. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C- 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hirama et al. (Hirama) (4,427,940) in view of 
Hickman (5,828,213) . 
As to Claim 9, 

Hirama does not disclose means for converting analogue 
signals, that are output from the magnetic sensors of the 
plurality of flaw detectors, to digital signals and storing the 
digital signals. 
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Hickman discloses means for converting analogue 
signals, that are output from the magnetic sensors of the 
plurality of flaw detectors, to digital signals and storing the 
digital signals {(Abstract) and (Figure 12)). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify Hirama to include means for converting 
analogue signals, that are output from the magnetic sensors of 
the plurality of flaw detectors, to digital signals and storing 
the digital signals as taught by Hickman in order to be able to 
provide the signals to a digital computer for future retrieval. 

V 

6. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hirama et al. (Hirama) (4,427,940) in view of 
Hamelin et al. (Hamelin) (5,804,964). 

Hirama does not disclose a device for displaying a sum of 
signals that are output from the magnetic sensors of the 
plurality of flaw detectors. 

Hamelin discloses a device for displaying a sum of 
signals that are output from the magnetic sensors of the 
plurality of flaw detectors (Abstract) . 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify Hirama to include a device for displaying a 
sum of signals that are output from the magnetic sensors of the 
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plurality of flaw detectors as taught by Hamelin in order to 
make the information readily available to a user (Abstract) . 

Allowable Subject Matter 

7. Claims 2 and 4 are objected to as being dependent upon a 

rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in 
independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

8. The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for 
allowance : 

As to Claim 2, 

The primary reason for the allowance of claim 2 is the 
inclusion of the adjacent flaw detectors are staggered relative 
to a longitudinal direction of the wire rope. It is these 
features found in the claim, as they are claimed in the 
combination that has not been found, taught or suggested by the 
prior art of record, which makes this claim allowable over the 
prior art. 

As to Claim 4, 

The primary reason for the allowance of claim 4 is the 
inclusion of means for eliminating signals under a threshold 
value from signals that are output from the magnetic sensors of 
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the plurality of flaw detectors, wherein after eliminating the 
signals under the threshold value, all the rest signals are . 
summed up. It is these features found in the claim, as they are 
claimed in the combination that has not been found, taught or 
suggested by the prior art of record, which makes this claim 
allowable over the prior art. 

Any comments considered necessary by applicant must be 
submitted no later than the payment of the issue fee and, to 
avoid processing delays, should preferably accompany the issue 
fee. Such submissions should be clearly labeled ''Comments on 
Statement of Reasons for Allowance." 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to David M. 
Schindler whose telephone number is (571) 272-2112. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (8:00AM- 
5:00PM) . 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Patrick Assouad can be 
reached on (571) 272-2210. The fax phone number for the 
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organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval 
(PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) . If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or 
access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 
(IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



David M. Schindler 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2862 



DMS 




